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kWh purchase supports. There is no line item for the types of benefits that DEC 1 

claims offset its certain rate increase. Ratepayers will only recognize the increase. 2 

Q.  FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE IMPLAN MODEL, HOW WILL 3 

THE POTENTIAL JOB CREATION PORTION OF P/F AFFECT THE 4 

STATE ECONOMY? 5 

A. The EY analysis assigns the P/F proposal a jobs multiplier of 1.9.33  This multiplier 6 

is on-par with the economic impact of a shopping mall.34 Essentially, the P/F 7 

proposal suggests a similar positive impact on the North Carolina economy as 8 

opening a handful of department stores.  9 

Q. FROM YOUR PERSPECTIVE, WOULD THE P/F PROPOSAL PASS THE 10 

CONVENTIONAL RA TE MAKING TESTS OFTEN EMPLOYED BY 11 

UTILITIES TO ESTIMATE THE PRUDENCY OF AN INVESTMENT?  12 

A. No. If assessed against a Ratepayer Impact Measure test, a Participant Cost Test, or 13 

even a Utility Cost Test, the P/F proposal would not pass.  This is because the P/F 14 

proposal projects an upward pressure on rates, not offering any tangible benefits to 15 

the customer, and also increasing the overall expenditure for the utility.  16 

Q.  ARE THERE ANY OTHER COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE 17 

REGARDING THE ECONOMIC JUSTICATION OR REASONABLENESS 18 

OF THE P/F PROPOSAL?  19 

                                                
33 EY Analysis Exhibit, p. 3. 
34 https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1224/ML12243A398.pdf. 
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Q. HOW MUCH O&M SAVINGS HAS THE COMPANY IDENTIFIED 1 

WOULD RESULT F ROM THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 2 

POWER/FORWARD? ARE THESE SAVINGS SIGNIFICANT?  3 

A. The Company has identified $42 million per year from outage event reduction 4 

across North Carolina beginning in year 1136 and an additional $15 million per year 5 

from AMI.37 These are negligible savings compared to the $7.8 billion price tag for 6 

the program. 7 

Q. HOW DOES THE COMPANY CLAIM THAT THE PROPOSED P/F 8 

PROGRAM WILL HELP THE COMPANY REDUCE ITS 9 

ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT? DO YOU FIND THIS CLAIM TO BE 10 

CREDIBLE?  11 

A.  The Company anticipates improved environmental impacts from the reduced risk 12 

of oil spills by eliminating oil-filled equipment and reduced risk of avian collisions 13 

as a result of undergrounding overhead facilities as set forth in the P/F proposal.38 14 

  Although I am supportive of these potential improved environmental impacts, these 15 

positive changes are dwarfed by the negative environmental impact of other 16 

elements of Power/Forward. Specifically, the proposed 21 new substations, 2,000 17 

miles of new overhead distribution lines (mostly in rural areas), and thousands of 18 

                                                
36 Power/Forward Carolinas Executive Technical Overview, p.12. 
37 Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC Response to NCSEA Data Request No. 3-2. 
38 Power/Forward Carolinas Executive Technical Overview, p. 12. 
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whether the investment is fiscally responsible. Once the capital project is completed 1 

and approved, the Company would then passes on the accrued balance into rates. 2 

The main argument against this approach for ratepayers is that they would see a 3 

large increase in rates once the capital project is complete. However, this approach 4 

also requires the utility to bear some risk in capital investments.  5 

  With the GRR, the financing costs and the risk are passed into rates on an 6 

annual basis. The ratepayers would see a gradual increase in rates as the project is 7 

under construction. In that way, the Company is asking the customer to give them 8 

an interest free loan to finance capital costs of the project, instead of relying on 9 

capital markets. Under the GRR, ratepayers are also required to absorb rate 10 

increases if there are project delays and/or project cost increases. For example, if 11 

there are cost overruns with undergrounding power lines, customers would be 12 

responsible for those overruns.  13 

  Additionally, my issue with the GRR broadly is that the Company is asking 14 

for the ratepayers, not the Company or shareholders, to bear all the financial risk of 15 

P/F without any return on that investment. The P/F proposal looks like an excellent 16 

plan to grow shareholder profits, and the GRR will solidify that there is no risk to 17 

shareholders. However, P/F, as currently proposed, does not appear to provide any 18 

material benefits to the average customer and threatens to raise their rates by 20-19 

50%.  20 

Q.  DO YOU HAVE CONCERNS WITH HOW THE GRR WAS DELINEATED 21 

BETWEEN A FIXED AND VARIABLE RIDER?  22 
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SUMMARY 

Caroline Golin is the Southeast Regulatory Director for Vote Solar. Vote Solar is a non-profit organization 
working to foster economic opportunity and promote energy security by making solar a mainstream energy 
resource.   

Caroline is a renewable energy policy expert with a focus on regulatory issues concerning distributed 
resources. Caroline’s research has informed energy policy adoption and business practices at the local, 
state, and national levels, with recommendations adopted by several companies, cities and states. She has
published and authored several studies related to the field of energy policy, renewable energy, the water-
energy nexus, and the environmental impacts of energy and water use. 

Areas of Expertise include: 
• Distributed Energy Policy: Rate Design, Regulatory Challenges, Program Design, and Valuation
• Distributed Resource Planning
• Environmental Economics of Energy Generation

EDUCATION 

Doctorate in Energy Policy. Georgia Institute of Technology, 2017. 

Masters in Civil and Environmental Engineering (MSCE). Georgia Institute of Technology, 2014. 

Bachelors of Arts (BA). University of Florida, 2007. 

PAST ACTIVITIES 

The Greenlink Group. Founder/CEO, September 2014 – April 2017 

Principal Consultant and expert witness providing consulting services related to distributed resource policy 
and methods for quantifying policy impacts, with analytical experience in distributed solar policies.  

Co-Creator of the ATHENIA Model, an integrated systems-environmental-economic modeling tool that 
can project hourly and daily social costs and benefits of energy and water policy shifts at the city, state, and 
utility scale.  

Provide analysis and consultation related to utility filings, commission proceedings, and integrated resource 
planning on issues of rate design, policy, and generation investments in Virginia, Tennessee, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Washington D.C, Ohio, and Georgia.  

Provide analysis related to valuing distributed solar resources and community solar as well as consult on 
adoption in Tennessee, South Carolina, and Georgia.  

Developed community solar program designs in Georgia and North Carolina, focusing on investor-owned 
utility models.  



Provide expert testimony on the methods of valuing distributed resources, including the calculation of 
utility financials, rate impacts, avoided energy costs, avoided capacity costs, and the environmental 
externalities associated with traditional generation sources.   

Provide consultation and analysis to cities on the most effective and economic measures for reducing 
energy and water use, including Atlanta, Orlando, Washington D.C, and Kansas City.  

National Science Foundation IGERT Fellow. Georgia Institute of Technology. August 2011- December 
2016 

Propriety research conducted on energy and water management for Coca-Cola  
Created models to assess impacts of shifts in energy and water use for the integration of distributed 
resources, specifically distributed solar.  

Research on the adoption of sustainable water resource management systems for the integration of water 
and energy infrastructure development on the ACF River Basin 

Energy Analyst.  Georgia Department of Agriculture. Atlanta, GA 

Worked with the Georgia Department of Agriculture to assess the potential for bioenergy use and solar 
powered irrigation systems in Georgia.  

RELEVANT ANALYSES. PRESENTATIONS, AND PUBLICATIONS 

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association in front of
the North Carolina Utilities Commission, in Docket No. E-2 Sub 1142. October 2017

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of Energy Freedom Coalition of America (Investigation by
the Department of Public Utilities on its own motion as to the propriety of the rates and charges
proposed by Western Massachusetts Electric Company d/b/a Eversource Energy D.P.U. 10-70
March, 2017)

• Golin, Caroline and Xiaojing Sun. The potential for Demand-Side Resource in the District of
Columbia. Prepared for the Department of Energy and Environment- January 2016.

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of Georgia Interfaith Power and Light (Workshop to
Examine Issues related to the Value of Renewable and Distributed Energy Resources in
preparation for the 2016 Georgia Power Company Integrated Resource Plan Docket No. 39732)

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of Energy Freedom Coalition of America (Investigation by
the Department of Public Utilities on its own motion as to the propriety of the rates and charges
proposed by Massachusetts Electric Company and Nantucket Electric Company in their petition
for approval of an increase in base distribution rates for electric service pursuant to G.L. c. 164, §
94 and 220 C.M.R. § 5.00 et seq-March, 2016)

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of The alliance for Solar Choice (Review of Electric
Distribution Design Pursuant to R.I. Gen. Laws § 39-26.6-24. Docket No. 4568 – October 23,
2015)

• Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf of The alliance for Solar Choice (Review of Electric
Distribution Design Pursuant to R.I. Gen. Laws § 39-26.6-24. Docket No. 4568 – November 23,
2015)

• Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of The alliance for Solar Choice (Review of Electric
Distribution Design Pursuant to R.I. Gen. Laws § 39-26.6-24. Docket No. 4568 – January 6, 2015)

• Golin, Caroline and Southern Environmental Law Center. 2015. A Troubling Trend in Rate
Design: Proposed Rate Design Alternatives to Harmful Fixed Charges. December, 2015



• Golin, C., Cox, M., Brown, M., & Thomas, V. 2015. The water efficiency gap. Sustainable Water
Resources Management, 1-10.

• Golin, C. 2016. Assessing the ‘Cost Shift’ for Residential PV under different rate designs. Out for
Review

• Matt Cox and Caroline Golin. 2015. Analyzing Kansas City’s Building Energy Benchmarking &
Reporting Draft Proposed Ordinance

• Matt Cox and Caroline Golin. 2015. Analyzing Orlando’s Building Energy Benchmarking &
Reporting Draft Proposed Ordinance

• Prepared Interrogatories with Southern Environmental Law Center on behalf of Appalachian
Voices and the Chesapeake Climate Action Network (No PUE-2015-0006).

• Golin, Caroline and Matt Cox. 2015. Determining the Value of Solar in Georgia
• UNC Nexus 2015: Water, Food, Climate and Energy Conference. Paper presenter: Water in the

Wires.
• Prepared Direct Testimony of Caroline Golin on behalf of the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy

(Docket 2014-246-E-December 10, 2014)
• Matt Cox and Caroline Golin. 2014. The Impacts of Net Metering in South Carolina. Presented as

supporting evidence for Direct Testimony in Docket 2014-246-E-December 10, 2014 on behalf of
the Southern Environmental Law Center

• Golin, Caroline (2014). Common Pollutants Impact Methodology. Original methodology
submitted to the Tennessee Valley Authority Distributed Generation-Integrated Value Stakeholder
Group.

• Golin, Caroline (2014). Water Use Impact Methodology. Original methodology submitted to the
Tennessee Valley Authority Distributed Generation-Integrated Value Stakeholder Group.

• Golin, Caroline. The Greenlink Group (2014), Additional Explanation of Methodologies
Underlying Additional Environmental Considerations Section, submitted by the Southern
Environmental Law Center.

• C3E with MIT & Clean Energy Ministerial. 2014. Award Winner. The ForeSEE Model.
• Golin, Caroline, et al. 2013.Toward a comprehensive framework for nanomaterials: An

interdisciplinary assessment of the current Environmental Health and Safety Regulation regarding
the handling of carbon nanotubes. J. Chem. Health Safety

• Georgia Environmental Conference. 2012. Research presented on the Health Impacts of Coal-fired
Electricity Production.

• Solar Power International Conference. 2012. Research presented on the Health Impacts of Coal-
fired Electricity Production and Benefits of Distributed Solar.

• Golin, Caroline. 2012. Towards the Full Cost of Coal: A review of the recent literature assessing
the negative health care externalities associated with coal-fired electricity production. Filed
before the Georgia Public Services Commission- September 20, 2012.
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Duke Energy Carolinas 
Response to 

NC Public Staff Data Request 
Data Request No. NCPS 56-15 

Docket No. E-7, Sub 1146 

Date of Request: November 16, 2017 
Date of Response: November 27, 2017 

CONFIDENTIAL 

X  NOT CONFIDENTIAL 

Confidential Responses are provided pursuant to Confidentiality Agreement 

The attached response to NC Public Staff Data Request No. 56-15, was provided to me 
by the following individual(s): Melissa B. Culbreth, Director, Distribution Operations 
Finance, Regulated Utilities Finance, and was provided to NC Public Staff under my 
supervision. 

Heather Smith  
Deputy General Counsel 
Duke Energy Carolinas 
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NCPS 56-15 

Request: 

Please provide all cost benefit analyses related to any projects proposed to be included in 
the proposed GRR Rider. 

Response: 

The Company developed the Power Forward Carolinas - Executive Technical Overview, 
which incorporated an EY economic impact analysis, to outline the costs and benefits for 
the Power/Forward programs as a whole.  

See attached:  

"PSDR 56-15 EY QUEST Duke Energy NC PowerForward Impact.pdf" 

 

"PSDR 56-15 Power Forward Carolinas - Executive Technical Overview.pdf" 
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